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PA PI LI O SEBRUS HUEBNER 1824/26 (LEP1DOPTERA, LYCAEN1DAE): 
PROPOSED SUPPRESSION UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS. 

Z.N.(S.)1848. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 

By N. D. Riley and L. G. Higgins 

In a footnote to the above application (1969, Bull. Zool. Nomen. 26 : 37) we referred 
to certain evidence brought to our notice by Dr. Perkins as a result of his examination 
of various Huebnerian manuscripts. On further examination of these, jointly with 
him, we are convinced that our statement that the “type locality of Huebner’s Papilio 
sebrus was Provence” is not justified. 

This statement was questioned by Dr. Lemche in a letter to the Commission, 
i n which he expressed the view that the type locality of a butterfly known in Europe 
only from the south-east could not possibly be Provence. Our statement derived from 
the examination of a small scrap of paper, in the Library of the Royal Entomological 
Society, on which Geyer had traced the four figures which were later published as 
figures 851 to 854 on plate 172 of Huebner’s Sommlung Europaischer Schmetterlinge . 
Boldly written in ink above the four figures in Geyer’s hand is the heading ‘Lep. Pap. 
Gent. Agr. Adol. Ads’, and below, the single work ‘Provence’. In the margin on the 
left * sebrus * is written in pencil in a different hand. 

The drawing for figure 851 shows a specimen with rays running from the margins 
inwards between the veins, a fairly wide marginal border (indicated by double lines) 
and a transverse mark at the cell end. These characters are specific to our species B 
(i decolorants of our Application) and are not found in species A (our osiris). The 
drawing for figure 854 (the underside) is that of an Everes, to which genus decoloratus 
belongs. The drawings which became figures 852 and 853 do not concern us. They 
were not named on the published plate. Whether they represent acis or not is a 
matter of opinion. 

The next figures of importance are on Huebner’s Pattern Plates now preserved in 
the Library of the British Museum (Natural History). Figure 851, so numbered in 
this set of coloured engravings, has the left wings light blue, the right wings darker, 
slightly violet (an attempt to differentiate between light effects), forewings with a cell- 
bar, both wings with definite dark margins and rays between the veins. These are 
the characters of species B {decoloratus). However, against this figure in Herrich- 
SchaefFer’s writing there is a note in ink which reads: ‘Unkenntlich. Etwas kleiner. 
Flugel schmaler, nicht so spitz. Blau rechts gar zu violet. Franzen zu lang weiss. 
Saum fein schwarz, kein schwarzen Stralen, noch ein Mm [Mittelmond]’. These 
instructions to the colourist must have been written by Herrich Schaeffer in about 1842 
when he assumed publication and distribution of Huebner’s works. They appear in 
print with very little alteration in his Schmetterlinge von Europa (1844, 1 : 116). 
Herrich Schaeffer’s instructions in effect, therefore, ask the artist to convert species B 
into species A, which largely accounts for the practical impossibility of identifying 
figure 851 in most copies of Huebner’s Sammlung with any degree of certainty. We 
have examined six copies of Huebner’s Sammlung and found only two versions of the 
critical figure 851 recognisably the same as that of the pattern plate. The lack of rays 
between the veins and of the bar at the end of the cell are specific to our species A 
(osiris) ; their presence is characteristic of species B ( decoloratus ). 

For these reasons we are convinced therefore that the species originally illustrated 
was our species B (decoloratus). We regret that we did not make this point clear in 
our original application. 

Having established the identity of Huebner’s sebrus (figure 851) we can revert to 
the question of its type locality. To us it seems evident that originally all four figures 
were thought by Geyer to represent acis (i.e. semiargus ), which is widespread in 
France and for which Provence would be an appropriate type locality. Subsequently 
it was realised that figures 851 and 854 did not represent the same species as figures 
852 and 853 whereupon they were named sebrus. This latter species is eastern in 
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distribution and not known to extend into Europe beyond Lower Austria and Fiume, 
whence it could well have been obtained by Escher who, as noted by Geyer on the 
slip of paper bearing his tracings, supplied him with these specimens. It is highly 
improbable that they came from Provence, where the species has never been taken. 
However, should the Commission accept our application, the question of the type 
locality of Huebner's sebrus becomes largely immaterial, as the name will become 
invalid. Our original application to the Commission needs no amendment, apart 
from the cancellation of the footnote. 

THE CASE OF PAPIL/O AGLAJA LINNAEUS. Z.N.(S.)1791 
(see volume 24, pages 186-189; volume 25, pages 68-71 ; volume 26, pages 2-6, 186) 

By Curtis W. Sabrosky {Systematic Entomology Laboratory , Agr. Res. Serv ., U.S. Dept, 
of Agricultitre y Washington , D.C.) 

I cannot refrain from pointing out that much of the argument by dos Passos and 
Warren {Bull. Zool. Nomencl. 25 : 68-71) and by Cowan and by Riley and Higgins 
{Bull. Zool. Nomencl. 26 : 2-6) is unjustified and unnecessary. The “first reviser’’ 
rule does not require that such action take place in a work that is, taken as a whole, 
a revision, however that term may be defined. The rule, Article 24a(i), covers any 
instance where an author has noted simultaneous publication of two or more names 
that are either identical or synonymous, and has clearly chosen one over the other(s). 
With respect to those particular names, such author is a reviser, whether he published 
in a “revision” or in a two-line note. The question of whether Linnaeus’ 12th edition 
is or is not a “revision” is totally irrelevant, but there is no question that Linnaeus in 
that 1767 work was a reviser — and apparently the first — of the Papilio aglaja situation. 

DATES OF SEPARATA: A COMMENT ON FINLAY’S WORKS ON NEW 
ZEALAND MOLLUSCA. Z.N.(S.)1868 
(see volume 26, pages 42-50, 184-185) 

By Curtis W. Sabrosky {Systematic Entomology Laboratory , Agr. Res. Serv ., U.S. Dept, 
of Agriculture , Washington , D.C.) 

On occasion, it may be necessary or desirable for the Commission to rule arbitrarily 
on the relative priority to be accorded two or more works for which exact dates of 
publication cannot be determined. However, when evidence exists, as it does for the 
separata of Finlay’s works, I favour letting the evidence prevail. There are innumer- 
able instances of advance distribution of separata, and too many complications are 
possible, e.g., a considerable interval of time may elapse before publication of a com- 
plete volume, and works may even be cited by other authors between separata and 
complete volume, or the complete volume may never appear. 

As far as I can determine, the difference in dates makes no difference in the mollus- 
can problems presented in the applicant’s part B. Let us leave the facts of publication 
as they are. 
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